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“ For always in thine eyes, O Liberty! 

Shines that high ligt whereby the world is saved ; 

And though thou day us, we will trust in thee.” 

i ; Jonn Hay. 


Marx versus Proudhon.” 
- [Dr. Arthur Mülberger, in the “Jahrbücher fiir Nationalokönomie 
; aud Statistik."] 
. Mere interesting than this book itself is its history. 
It appeared in 1847 in French as » reply to Proudhon” 
- “Contradictions Economiques; ov, Philosophie de ti 
' Misère,” and remained from the start and for « lone 
‘time thereafter alraost wholly unnoticed. Especially 
did it fail in accomplishing anything in abatement of the 
deep interest in Proudhon which at that time and till 
the beginning of the fifties manifested itsclf in Ger- 
many. The first somewhat imperfect German transla- 
tion of the ‘‘ Contradictions” by Karl Grün in 1847 
was followed in the same year by the excellent render- 
‘ing of Wilhelm Jordan. Ther there appeared a whole 
series of translations of other works of Proudhon, of 
->the “Idées Révolutionnaires,” the ‘‘ Confessions,” the 
“ Révolution Sociale,” the ‘‘Banque du Peuple,” and 
others, rnfortunately not always by practised pens. 
What Proudhon himself thought of the Marxian pam- 
phlet we learn from a letter of September 19, 1847, to 
his publisher, Guillaumin: ‘‘J’ai reçu,” we read, “le 
Vibelle -Vun docteur Marx, les ‘Miséres de la Philo- 
sophie,’ en réponse à la ‘Philosophie de la Misère.’ 
C’est un tissu de grossiéretés, de calomuies, de falsifica- 
tions, de plagiats.”. With thi» Proudhon had once for 
al] done with Marx, never again mentioning him either 
in nis works or in his correspondence. As Proudi.on 
did not understand German, it is to be presumed that 
he remained in ignorance of Marx’s later writings. 
` The behavior of Marx toward Frcadhon,.on the other 
hand. is the more surprising and remarkable. The ad- 
miration for the latter, to which Marx gives wareserved 
expression 1n his ‘‘ Holy Family,” had suddenly changed 
into its opposite upon the appearance of the ‘‘ Contra- 
dictions.” What had happened? Whoever is familiar 
with Prudhon knows that the fundamental ideas of 
the “Contradictions,” in whole or by way of indica- 
tion, are already contained in his first work, ‘‘ Qu'est-ce 
que la Propriété?” wlich Marx had extolled as a mas- 
terpiece of the first order. Entire chapters cf the 
“ Contradictions ” are nothing but a broader and pro- 
founder amplification of the theses contained in the 
Property ”: I call attention only to the chapters on 
`s Communism,” “the Constitution of Value,” the juxta- 
: position of the economic and the governmental idea, etc. 
Especially are the programmatic conclusions at which 
‘Proudhon arrives in his first work in essential harmony 


- “with the conclusions of the ‘‘ Contra.lictions.” And yet 


the: formes work was written by a thinker of the first 
rank, but the ‘‘ Contradictions” by a miserable bungler? 
E Herr Bernstein, one of the sincerest udmirers of. Marx, 
` has solved the puzzle of. this strange circumstance. 
When Marx wrote the ‘‘Holy Family,” he tells us in 
_ © Die Neue Zeit,” he bad not yet passed the period of 
his ‘‘economic moulting.” Otherwise, such is the 
eaning here to be conveyed, he would have been very 
careful not to bestow such high praise on Proudton’s 
irst work. Jn auy case Marx has richly atoned fc? this 

is youthfu! sin, for frora the appearance of the pam- 

, here disc‘1ased till his death he seized on every op- 
tunity to sspe 


‘Smith and Ricardo. 


the French thinker, and was ‘ot 
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at all embarrassed, as I shall show, in the choice of his 
means. , 

The almost forgotten work of Marx was translated 
into German by E. Bernstein and K. Kautsky for the 
first time in 1884, and a second unaltered edition ap- 
peared recently. It has gradually advanced to the rank 
of a code of agitation, a sort of social-democratic cate- 
chism, for which for various reasons it is well fitted. 
In the first place, Froudhon’s work, against which it is 
directed, is by its very plan and exposition well-nigh 
inaccessible to the Ge.man workingmen, a juxtaposi- 
tion of the two works consequently not to be feared. 
In the place, Proudhon was until very yecently 
entirely unknown in German social science. There was 
no occasion for revising Marx’s book, therefore. In 
the third place, finally, the specific trait of Marxian 
erudition is formally and materially so conspicuous in 
the pamphlet as to sı cure for it in advance a deep influ- 
ence on every uncritical reader. Objectively the signi- 
ficance of the worl: lies in the fact that it yields an 
exceedingly clear insight into the origin and grcewth of 
the Marxian philosophy. Considering the enorfnous 
actual significance secured by Marxism at the present 
time, this is a point not to be underestimated. For the 
history of German socialism it is of real value, there- 
fore, however paltry its ideal results appear in the light 
of serious criticism. 

Aside from a rank pettifoggery which delights in ca- 
villing about a hundred immaterial points, the Marxian 
pamphlet sets forth a series of views which merit a cri- 
tical consideration, Of these I select of course only the 
most important. 

The ‘‘Contradictions” open with the theory of 
“Value.” Proudhon arrives at the conclusion that the 
end of economic evolution is ‘‘the constitution of 
value,” an idea which Adam Smith intuitively sus- 
pected, but wbich J. B. Say formulated only in its an- 
tithesis. ‘‘It is incredible,” he says, ‘‘that so many 
sensible nien should struggte-ferferty years against an 
idea so simple. But no: the comparison of values is 
effected without a point of comparison between them and 
without a unit of measure, — such is the proposition 
which the economists of the nineteenth century, rather 
th-n accept the revolutionary idea of equality, have re- 
solved to maintain against all comers. What will pos- 
terity say?” At this point Marx takes up his criticism 
with great penetration and still greater recklessness, 
and demonstrates in a commendable way that long be- 
fore Proudhon English Socialists had drawn equalita- 
rian conclusions from the classical theory of value of 
Marx. formulates his position 
most clearly in these words: 

In the present society, in the industry based on indi- 
vidual exchange, the anarchy of production, the source 
of so much misery, is at the same time the cause of all 
progress. £ 

nerefore of two things one: either we desire the 
true proportions of former centuries through the means 
of production of our time, and then we are at once reac- 
tionary and utopian; 

Or we dusire progress without anarchy, and thes, in 
order to retain the productive forces, we must relin- 
quish individual exchange. 

Individual exctange is compatible only with the 
small industry of former centuries, and the *‘ true pro- 
portion” peculiar to it, or with industry on the large 
scale and all its train of misery and anarchy. 

From which it follows that the determination of 
value by labor time — č. e., the formula which M. Prou- 
dhon offers as the one that shall regenerate the future 
— is only the scientific expression cf the economic con- 


ditions of the present society, as Ricardo has plainly 
and clearly demonstrated long before M., Proudhon., 


On the basis of this argumentation Marx draws th. 
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| -vurgeois” Proudhon which, like most of the other 
i Marxian ‘‘ truths,” has since become a standing dogma 
of social democracy. Thereby the great critic meets 
‘from the very start with a terrible mishap. As he ima- 
gines society, thanks to his communistic illusions, as A 
large canteen and the State asthe sutler who deals out to 
each citizen his proper share in the consumption, he is 
wholly unable to conceive of the overthrow of indivi- 
dual exchange, or the socialization of the circulation of 
commodities, otherwise than in the communistic govern- 
mental form. In this way he succeeds in representing 
Proudhon, the first Socialist who demanded the overthrow 
of individual exchange and the abolition of anarchic com- 
‘merce, and who with great penetration demonstrated the ne- 
cessity of the socialization of commodity circulation, as a 
champion of individual exchange and capitalistic commo- 
dity circulation. Inthe‘ Contradictions” Proudhon’s po- ` 
sition is merely hinted at, but it is prominently set forth 
in a whole series of later works, of which I will mention 
only the more important ones. Thus his project of the 
People’s Bank airs at nothing less than the abolition of 
individual exchange. What Marx does not understand 
was thoroughly understood by the delegates of the la- 
bor corr~..tions of the Luxembourg. , ‘‘ Le syndicat de 
la consommation,” they say in their report on the ‘‘ Peo- 
7 Je’s Bank,” ‘‘n’est pas un marchand, mais un entreposi- 
aire; cependant il sera obligé, å son début, de se faire 
1archand en faisant des achats et ventes en gros de 
m: vchandises qui seront debitées en détaii par des éta- 
blis ements sur lesquels il se réserve un contrôle scrupu- 
leux et incessant.” Furthermore a whole series of 
artic] s in the ‘‘Peuple” and. the ‘‘ Voix du Peuple” 
treat of this ouesiion. Then Prouchon discusses it in a 
comprehensive manner in the ‘‘Confessions” and the 
“Idée Générale de la Révolution au Dix-Neuviéme 
Siècle.” Finally he offers a detailed plan for the or- 
ganization and centralization of commerce in his ‘‘ Pro- 
jet Tune Exposition Perpétuelle.” * 

How blind Marx and Engels are with regard to all 
this appears from a classical footnote with which the 
first critical part closes. ‘As every other theory,” we 
read here, “also that of Mr. Bray has found followers 
who allowed themselves to be deceived by appearances. 
In London, Sheftield, Leeds, and many other cities of 
England equitable labor exchange bazars were fcunded, 
which, after absorbing considerable capital, all ended 
in scandalous bankruptcy. The taste for such things 
nas forever been lost. A warning to M. Proudhon.” 
Now I do not know the history of these bazars. But 
even if they had failed a thousandfold more scanda- 
lously than was actually the case, that would not in 
the least alter the fact that the idea which called them 
into existence has continued to lire and has already been 
realized in «a great measure, The English codmerative 
associations with their grand development of which we 
have no idea in Germany,-—are they anything else than 
equitable labor exchange bazars on a higher plane and 
a broader foundation, a step in the direction of the abo- 
lition of "individual exchange "? Of course these are 
trifles compared with the Marxian ‘‘dictatorshi; of the 
proletariat,” which will give us in a day in splendid 
perfection what the obstinate Britons have accoriplished 
only in a poor way in fifty years! 

The second part of the pamphlet treats of the  Meta- 
physics of Political Economy.” Here Marx fs in his 
element. Hardly out of the leading-strings of the He- 
gelian philosophy, quite intoxicated with the new truth 
of his ‘economic materialism,” it is his keenest delyhi 
to slaughter the poor Frenchmen: whe bs: tak the 
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“ In abolishing rent and interest, the last vestiges of cld-time sla- 
very, the Revolution abolishes at one stroke the sword of the execu- 
tioner; tke veal-of-the magistrate, the club of the policeman, the gauge 
of the exciseman, the erasing-knife of the depariment clerk, all those 
insignia of Politics, which young Liberty grinds beneath her heel.” — 
PROUDHON. 


fa The appearance in the editorial column of arti- 
cles over other signatures than the editor’s initial indi- 
cates that the editor appreves their central purpose and 
general tenor, though he does not hold himself respon- 
sible for every phrase or word. But the appearance in 
other parts of the paper of articles by the same or other 
writers by no means indicates that he disapproves them 
iu any respect, such disposition of them beiag governed 
largely by motives of convenience 


The Lucky Three. 
For the list of successful applicants for books see 
fourth page, it being forced out of its usual position by 
the necessities of the make-up. 


Mr. Hanson Converted. 
To the Editor of Liberty: 

I hereby admit you have caught me napping, but no- 
thing more. You have not shown that I ‘‘reason in a 
vicious circle,” as you shall presently see. 

Morals pertain to social conduct. Morality is good 
social conduct. Immorality is bed social conduct. 
One living alone fn the world cau be neither moral nor 
immoral, because there is no one beside him whose sove- 
reignty, liberty, or property he can invade. When 
two, however, live side by side, good and bad morals 
may obtain between them. If neither invades the sove- 
reignty, liberty, or property of the other, their social 
conduct is morally perfect. On the other hand, if 
either invades the sovereignty, liberty, or property of 
the other, his social conduct is morally bad. It is, 
therefore, apparent there is right and wrong moral con- 
duct. 

Having premised this much, I will now show that, 
in my letter in Liberty No. 265, I am now guilty of cir- 
cular reasoning. All that is needed is a proper trans- 
position of the words wrong and injury in the first 
paragraph of my letter, and the seemingly circular rea- 
soning disappears. I therefore recast the paragraph as 
follows: 

I am antedates might, contract, and social conduct. 
The sovereignty of the individual is therefore supreme. 
Hence self-preservation is the first law of nature. Con- 
sequently any act done by another which invader the 
life, liberty, or property of the individual is immedi- 
ately felt to be more or less destructive of self. Hence 
the natural rebellion and revenge that arise in the mind 
of the invaded. This is nature’s testimony that an in- 
jury is done. And an injury is a wrong because it 
militates against social peace and happiness. This an- 
swers your question, and also establishes the facts of 
tight and wrong, and morals. 

Having made the above explanations and corrections, 
your allegation that I reason in a vicious circle needs 
verification, 

In writing my previous letter, want of time pre- 
vented a proper response to your other questions, 
which I will now consider. You ask: ‘Why is one 
bound to refrain from injuring snother; what obliga- 
tion, apart from motives of expediency, there is upon 
him to refrain; why a man who does not care for soci- 
ety should respect the essential conditions of society. 
On none of these points does Mr. Hanson afford me the 
smallest rav of light.” 

Now, sir, I will try to cast some rays of light on 
your mind, which, T can assure you, I most sincerely 
and profoundly respect. As reason and sympathy are 
the main social forces that hold soctety together, and 
not might or contract, It beco 
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pure moralists. 
‘duty of Anarchists, as it is the logical necessity of their 
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This would be perfectly moral, because it would. be 
non-invasive. If, however, he de an invader, and yet 
a believer in, and an advocate of, society, he should be 
restrained as the sovereignty of the individual and the 
law of self-preservation demand or require. And if he 
be an avowed enemy of society, he has no moral obliga- 
tiou» whatever. Hs is simply a wild beast that should 
be shot at sight. Society is paramount over an enemy 
of scciety, because defence against invasion is always 
moral. E 

On the contrery, he who believes in society is inoraily 
obliged to conform to the law of society, which is .07- 
invasion. The professed Anarchist who is a believer in 
non-invasion and the sovereignty of the individual is 
morally obliged to make his social conduct harmunize 
with his professed principles. It is his duty. Other- 
wise he is an arrant hypocrite, to be despised by all 
Hence moral obligation is the supreme 


professed principles, — viz., 
vidual and non-invasion. 
Thus have I, a Moralist, demonstrated that all Anar- 
chists and Egoists, who are believers in society, sre in 
duty bound to observe the moral laws of society. Iam 
therefore the victor, and the Egoists are the vanquished. 
And you, sir, may no longer deny right and wrong, 
duty, aud moral obligation. Wma. Hanson. 


the sovereignty of the indi- 


I charged Mr. Hanson with reasoning in a 
circle. Straightway he so recasts his argument 
that it is no longer circular, and then crier tri- 
umphantly: ‘‘ See! i do not reason in a circle. 
Your allegation that I do needs verification.” 
No, you do net now, Mr. Hanson, but you did; 
and as you admit my allegation that you did, I 
have not to verify iv. 

And in fact I have no occasion to carry this 
discussion any farther, since I am one of those 
easy-going persons who is perfectly satisfied 
when he gets all he wants. Mr. Hanson hugs 
the delusion that he kas vanquished the Egoisis, 
but what he has really done is this: he has come 
over to the Lgoistic position, and labelled it Mo- 
ralism. Mr. Hanson declares without the least 
qualification that an enemy of society has no mo- 
ral obligations whatever. Now, this is pre- 
cisely what I have been insisting on. But 
because, in my controversy with Mr. Byington, 
I did insist on this and claimed that there was no 
reason why a mar should refrain from injuring 
anotLer except the satisfaction of his desire for 
social peace, Mr. Hansar. stepped in and took 
me to task. Why did he do it? Simply be- 
cause he understood neither me nor himeelf. 
But in consequence of our discussion, he is now 
beginning to understand himself. Presently he 
will und:rcstand me also, and then he will see 
that he is what I am, — an Egoist. Even as he 
now states himself, the only difference between 
us is that he, after admitting that the enemy of 
society has no moral obligations, persists in call- 
ing the tendency of a believer in society to sat- 
isfy his desire for society a moral obligation, 
while I call it simply what it is, a satisfaction of 
desire, — that is, Egoism. ‘‘He who believes 
in society,” declares Mr. Hanson, ‘tis morally 
obliged to conform tv the law of society, which is 
non-invasion.” As well say that a man who de- 
sires to preserve his physical integrity is morally 
obliged to refrain from jumping over Niagara. 
For me it is enough to say simply that such a 
man will not jump over Niagara. If Mr. Han- 
son will have it that such a man is morally bound 
not to jump over Niagara, but that a man who 
desires to kill himself is not.sndet such a moral 
obligation, then I say that he is an Egoist using 
the phraseology of the Moralist. His terms are 
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One word of remonstrance, however, before 
I am done. Mr. Hanson says that the non-inva- 
sive hater of society should be allowed to live 
aud die alone, that the invasive advocate of s0- 
ciety should be restrained as the law of self-pre- 
servation may require, and that the invasive 
enemy of society should be shot at sight. So 
far as oòligation is concerned, the Egoist has no 
exception to take to this view. Certainly he is - 
bot so inconsistent as to first assert that an indi- 
vidual is under no obligation to refrain from 
making war on society, and to theu declare that 
society, or the mass of other individuals, ¿s un- 
der cbligation not to make war on the avowe” 
enemy. Still, as a matter of policy, the Egoist 











‘is disposed to inquire of Mr. Hanson why he 


discriminates so savagely between invaders. 
There is clearly good ground for discriminating 
between invaders according to the degree of 
their invasion. But why sirıply restrain the 
greater invader—a murderer, cay-— who hap- 
pens to believe in society, and shoot at sight the 
lesser invader—a pickpocket, for instance — 
who happens to be an enemy of society? Why 
not do in both cases just what the law of self- 
preservation requires? Why be needlessly cruel 
or hopelessly summary in either? Perhaps the 
“ wild beast” can be tamed. If so, he may be 
of valuable service to us all. I appeal in behalf 
of the enemy of society. Unless the emergency 
strictly forbids it, let us give him another 
chance. I think Mr. Hanson is just a trifle 
harsh. But this is natural. Harshness is a con- 
spicuous attribute of Moralism. Egoism is 
kinder. Now that M.. Hanson has become an 
Egoist, he will soon fall in with his new envi- 
ronment, and then he wil) be kinder, too. Wel- 
come, brother, welcome! T. 


Readers should guard against misapprehension 
of Dr. Mülberger’s phrases, ‘‘anarchic com- 
merce” and ‘individual exchange,” in his arti- 
cle translated for this issue of Liberty by George 
Schumm. They should not be sonstrued as a 
justification of legal restriction of commerce and 
exchange. The most that can be said is that 
Proudhon believed that freedom would lead to a 
generalization of coöperation in production and 
distribution. But there is some ground for the 
belief that he laid more stress on this than he 
would have done lad he not desired to gain the 
adherence of the believers in ‘‘naticnal work- 
shcps” to his project for the organization of 
credit. 


Marx versus Proudhon. 
(Continued from page 1.) 


Hegelian juggling with ideas seriously and now at- 
tempts to explain the economic relations and antithesis 
by means of Hegelian formulas. To the initiated three 
things are plain: First, the attempt to make of Prou- 
dhon an ideologic Hegelian is as ridiculous as possible, 
because Proudhon had actually long ago outgrown He- 
gelianism, and, as regards its real content, had really 
never been very close to it. Secondly, it is evident 
from a hundred places in Marx’s expositions that he 
has completely missed the fundamental idea of Prou- 
dhon’s work. His entire polemic is therefore nothing 
but a whirlwind of misunderstanding and animosity; 
But thirdly,—and this is the most amusing part: of 
Marx’s effort,-— it is beyond a doubt thet the "economie 
materialism,” on which Mare and iis désciplea pride them 
selves tn no measured terms, te already contained tn Prouw- 
dhon's Contradictions,” although covered up dy the abstract 
Jormulation and the unhistortcal method of the book, Al- 
ready, in the second memoir on “Property,” Proudhon 
has furnished a demonstration, as elegant os profoum 
of this ee mate ism tn the a ot his 






























a9 
i 











































































































































































































































































































1657 


LIBERTY. 267 





3 








and free from all Marxian one-sidedness. ‘‘De tout 
temps,” he says, “la conatitution politique a été le re- 
flet de l'organisme économique et la destinée des états 
reglée en raison des qualités et des défauts de cet orga- 
nisme.” Tc him this “ materialism” is a self-evident 
basis and assumption, concerning which there is no 
need of wasting words; to Marx it is a dogma which is 
at once dressed with the “class struggle of the indus- 
trial proletariat” in a theoretical strait jacket designed 
for the conflicts of the present time, and from which, 
as is well known, he never again freed himself. His 
“economic materialism” thereby unawares undergoes 
a change into a cult of the proletariat, while the eagle 
eye of Proudhon at every moment surveys the ensemble 
of the sociai relations. The Marxian conception of his- 
tory remains purely diagramatic and doctrinaire, and is 
amazingly barren in its conclusions. Its last word is 
the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat,” or, what is the 
game thing, the leap into the dark, the uncertain. 

This ic nut the piace to prove these assertions in de- 
tail. Nevertheless a few remarks may be in order. 
“Si l'activité individuelle,” says Proudhon in the ‘‘Con- 
tradictions,” “succombe sous l’autorité sociale, lorga- 
nisation dégénère au communisine et aboutit au néant. 
Si au contraire l'initiative individuelle manque de 
contre-poids, l'organisme collectif se corrompt, et Ia ci- 
vilisation s traine sous un régime de castes, d’iniquité, 
et de misère.” This counterpoise, in accordance with 
his dogma, Marx seeks in a proletarian government, 
Proudhon, the greater and freer thinker, in the realiza- 
tien of a comprehensive solidarity on the basis of economic 
liberty, under the gradual reduction and simplification 
of all government whatever. The fundamental idea of 
the ‘‘ Contradictions ” is that exery economic ectegory is 
an element of the social system made up oj tio terms tend- 
ing in opposite ways. Proudhon demonstrates this in 
the chapters on the division of labor, competition, cre- 
dit, property, etc. He shows how all of these social 
ideas, and therefore the institutions that are produced 


by taem, have a positive and a negative side; how they. 


cousequently lead to a twofold series of diametrically 
opposed resulte; and he always concludes with the ne- 
cessity of harmony, reconciliation, or synthesis. Social 
science, when it shall at last find time for the examina- 
tion of its fundamental conceptions which is so neces- 
sary, will not ignore Proudhon’s ‘‘ Contradictions.” 
The greatest question of the century has never been 
more profoundly formulated than in this work. 

The supplements of the Marxian book, which the 
Gerfian publishers considered necessary to add, also de- 
serve mention. In ine preface Engels gives his opinion 
of Rodbertus. Since the latter agrees with Proudhon 
on certain points respecting the equalitarian conse- 
quences of the classical theory of value, Engels takes 
occasion to cutline a picture of Rodbertus which is de- 
signed to serve as a sort of companion-piece to the por- 
trait of Proudhon. Already this classification of the 


_ two men reveals the complete misapprehension of Prou- 


dhon. For as regards both the fundamental philosophi- 
cal views as well as the practical attitude towards the 
social-political problems of the time, there is hardly 
conceivable a greater difference between two investi- 
gators than exists between Rodbertus and Proudhon. 
The Brussels speech of Marx on the question of free 
trade, 1849, with which the book closes, rises in no re- 
spect above the prevailing social-democratic level. 
Only the point of it is interesting, because it makes pal- 
pable the absurdit, of a famous Marxian formula. 
“In general,” Marx concludes his speech, ‘‘ protection 
is conservative nowadoys, while free trade operates de- 
structively. It disintegrates nationalities and forces to 
a head the antagonism between the proletariat and the 
bourgeoisie. In a word, the system of free trade hastens 
the social revolution. And only in this revolutionary 
sense, gentlemen, do I favor free trade.” A glance at 
the history of England in the last fifty years is sufti- 
cient to show that in that “classical ind” the very op- 
posite of what Marx prophesied has tappened. The 
system of free trad:, together with pol‘tical liberty in 
general, has suved Hingland from th: social revolution, 
Under the glow of liberty the chasm between the prole- 
tariat and the bourgeoisie has become smaller. 
country of Europe has social reform a better prospect 
than there. 
But the jewel among the supplements is undoubtedly 
the article which Marx published in the ‘‘Socialdemo- 
krat "in January, 1865, immediately after the death of 
adlion, and which gathers as in a focus everything 
of misunderstanding 4 













In no! 


absurdity lying loose con: | 


cerning the French thinker, 
thing here regarding the total misapprehension and 
misconstruction of the fundamental thought of Prou- 
dhon, of the ill-placed scorn with which Marx treats 
his serious aspirations, of the sorry way in which he 
corrects his own former opinion of Proudhon. The 
| few points already mentioned may suffice. But there is 
one thing that I must refer to as characteristic of this 
article. It is the incredibly slovenly way in which Marx 
describes the life of this man, who in his own country 
at any rate has played an exceptionally important part. 


I do not care to say any- 


on paper with apodictical assurance the craziest stuff in 
order to furnish a picture of Proudhon to the German 
workingmen. Not only does he not mention his most 
important works, not even those of the revolutionary 
period, much less the later, but even his few observa- 
tions relating to the matter in hand are so thoroughly 


false and malicious that no other explanation is possible | 


than that Marx did not again take any notice of Prou- 
dhon after his valiant attack upon the ‘‘ Contradic- 
tions.” According to his custom, he had placed him 
where he did not belong, — among the democratic bour- 
gerisie. A glance at Proudhon’s journalistic career and 
his position in the February revolution suffices to re- 
veal the absurdity of this classification. 

To characterize Marx’s methods I will submit a few 
points. 

In 1837 there appeared in Proudhon’s own printing 
oftice a linguistic treatise by the. Abbé Bergier: ‘Les 
Éléments Primitifs des Langues, Découverts par la Com- 
paraison des Racines de l’Hébreu avec Celles du Grec, 
du Latin, et du Français.” Proudhon added to the 
book an “Essai de Grammaire Générale.” Two years 
later he revised the work and handed it to the ‘ Insti- 
tut” in its altered form, to compete for the Volney 
prize. This new work bore the Greek motto: Tasio 
atarian diékein, There were only four competitors, 
The prize was not awarded to any of them, but two 
works, among which was Proudhon’s, received honora- 
ble mention. Marx’s account of this matter is as fol- 


lows: ‘‘Proudhon’s first essays I do not remember. 


He has, as he writes, ‘‘none of Proudhon’s works be- 
fore him,” but that does not prevent him from putting 
¿His school composition-.on ths ‘Langue universelle ° 
shows how readily he approached problems for whose 
solution he lacked the most elementary knowledge.” 
Worse still is the following: ‘‘Shortly before the ap- 
pearance of his second important work, the ‘ Philoso- 
phie de la Misére,’” Marx writes, “ Proudhon himself 
announced it to me in a very full letter, containing 
among others the words: ‘J’attend votre férule cri- 
tique.’ This soon struck him, however, in a manner 
(in my book ‘Misère de la Philosophie,’ Paris, 1847) 
which put an end to our friendship forever.” In the 
first. place, Marx very prudently suppresses the fact 
that it was not Proudhon who had written to him, but 
that Ae had written to Proudhoi asking him to become 
a contributor to the ‘‘ Deutsch-franzésische Jahrbi- 
cher.” Then he wishes to create the impression by the 
above form of his words that Proudhon had taken him 
into his confidence and expressed himself ‘‘ very fully ” 
concerning his work. But such is by no means the 
case; the ‘‘Contradictions” are rather only casually 
mentioned in Proudhon’s letter as soon to appear. In 
the third place, finally, thia letter of Proudhon’s of 
May 1’, 1847, is so excellent, both as to form and mat- 
ter, that I cannot forego the pleasure of quoting a few 
pregnant passages. The letter anticipates in sovereign 
’ superiority the fudure Kavi igaz ao strikingly, it deli- 
neates him so beautifully, in every detail, that it has re- 
tained its value to this day. ‘‘ Let us,” we read there 
among other things. “if you wish, seek together the 
laws of society, the manner in which these laws are 
realized, the progress according to which we discover 
them; but for God’s sake, after we have destroyed all 
a priori dogmatisms, let us not think, in our turn, to 
indoctrinate the people. With ail my heart I applaud 
your project of some day producing all opinions; let us 
carry on a good and honorable controversy; let us offer 
to the world the example of a wise and far-sighted tole- 
rance, but let us not, because-we are at the head of the 
movement, make ourselves the leaders of a new intole- 
rance; let us not pose as apostles of n new religion, al- 
though this religion be the religion cf logic, the religion 
of reason. Let us welcome, encourage all protesta- 
tions; let us combat all exclusiveness, al} mysticism; 
Jet us never consider any question as exhausted, and, 
when we have üsed our last argument, let us, if neces- 
sary, begin over again with eloquence and irony. 







these terms I will join your association with pleasure; 
if not, not!” 

“I have also an observation to make on the following 
phrase in your letter: ‘4! the moment of action.’ Per- 
haps you are still of the opinion that no reform is at 
present possible without that which was formerly 
called a revolution and which is nothing but a shock. 
This opinion, which I understand, which I excuse, 
which I should gladly discuss, as I myself held it for a 
Jong time, I confess I have been led to abandon by my 
latest studies. I believe that there is no need of it in 
order to succeed, and that we should not, consequently, 
propose revolutionary action as a means of social re- 
form, because this pretended means would simply be an 
appeal to force, to absolutism, in short, a contradic- 
tion. I put the problem thus: to cause to flow back 
into society, through an economic combination, the 
wealth which through another economic combination 
has gone out of society.” 

‘I must not forget to tell you,” Proudhon closes the 
most important part of his letter, “that the working 
class of France seems to me essentially to take the same 
view; our proletaires have such a thirst for knowledge 
that he would be badly deceived by them who should 
offer them nothing but blood for drink. In short, it 
would in my opinion be bad policy for us to speak as 
exterminators; there will pe enough of violence; the 
people need not be especially exhorted thereto.” 

If Marx, at the close of his article, sees in Proudhon’s 
“ Théorie de l'Impét ” the ‘‘ genuine petit bourgeois,” or 
in the ‘“ Révolution Sociale Démontrée par le Coup 
d’État” ‘‘a middle-class vulgarity,” such senseless as- 
sertions do not.deserve a word in refutation. This lat- 
ter work of Proudhon’s, by the way, which deals with 
the same subject as the ‘‘ Eighteenth Brumuire,” is in 
every respect so infinitely superior to Marx’s book that 
it would be ridiculous to make a comparison. While 
Proudhon with unrivaled genius attempts a last hope- 
less revolt against the governmental principle; while 
with a bleeding heart he undertakes to demonstrate to 
himself and his fellow citizens on the basis of the success 
of the coup d’état the impotence of this principle, and casts 
the horoscope of the usurper, exactly asit came to pass, — 


Marx’s book. appeare. az. nothing else thar.a-condensed .. - 


outburst of rage against the powers that be. Marx 
appears here as the very type of those demagogic poli- 
ticians of whom Proudhon, looking back upon the 
excesses of the revolutionary period, says in the ‘‘Con- 
fessions ”: ‘‘ They spoke of ¿liberty and dreamed of no- 
thing but the dictatorship.” Thus the ‘eighteenth 
Brumaire ” would not have been such a bad thing if the 
name of the dictator ad been ‘‘ Kar! Marx ” and not ac- 
cidentally ‘‘ Napoleon Bonaparte.” And such is essen- 
tially the position of Marxism still. 

That, finally, Marx discovers the key to the person- 
ality of Proudhon in “‘ vanity” is the crowning of his 
work and forms a worthy conclusion to it. Whoever 
misapprehends the intellectual significance of a man 
will be still less able to appreciate his moral greatness. 

It is evident that Marx and his disciples could carry 
on with impunity this enormous humbug with the 
name of Proudhon only because this name was un- 
known to German social science. Only since Diehl’s 
work, especially its second part, have things begun to 
change for the better. It is amusing to read in Diehl 
the contradictory opinions which the ‘historians of so- 
cialism ” have pronounced on Proudhon. To this day 
science is at a loss what to make of him. While the sa- 
vanta are disputing whether to class .him.with the So- 
clalists or the Communists, I-am prepared t prove that 
social science has not produced a single argument 
against authoritarian Socialism or Communism in the 
last thirty years that has not been formulated by Prou- 
dhon in a better and a more beautiful way. To Prou- 
dhon the word ‘ Socialism ” does not signify a dogma, 
but a protest. He rarely calls himself a ‘‘ Socialist,” 
and then always in a definite connection. However, 
this is quarreling about words. If the conception of a 
Socialist implies the abolition of private property, inhe- 
ritances, and the remaining absurdities of Saint-Simon- 
ism, Fourierism, and Marxism, then Proudhon is ret a 
Socialist, but rather the most powerful opponent of 
this theory. But if the belief in the possibility of an ad- 
justment of the social antagonisms on the basis of a 
progressive reform, which, if indeed not in a day, may 
yet be quickly and surely realized, entitles one to the 
name of Socialist,” then Proudhon te a Socialist, and 
indeed the most intelligent, consistent, and cleatest- 
headed of all, 
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= The Sociological Index. 


MHE SOCIOLOGICAL INDEX is a classified weekly 
T catalogue of the most important articles relating to 

sociology, as well as to other subjects in which stu- 
dents of sociology are usually interested, that appear in 
the periodical press of the world. 

The catalogue is compiled in the interest of no sect or 
party, the choice of articles being governed solely by 
their importance and interest. 

The articles thus catalogued are clipped from the pe- 
riodicals ane filed, and these clippings are for sale in ac- 
cordance with the following schedule of prices: 


Ordinary articles 15 cents each. 
Articles marked * 30 “ S 
Articles marked 45 “ ae 
Articles marked T5 is 


` Any person can obtain as many of these clippings as 
may be desired by sending an order, accompanied by 
the cash, to 

Beng. R. Tucker, Box 1312, New Yorx Crry. 





| In ordering, be sure to specify the CATALOGUE NUMBER 
of the article desired, not its title simply. i 





COUPONS FOR ORDERING CLIPPINGS. 

To facilitate ordering and to make frequent remit- 
tances of cash unnecessary, goupons are for sale to those 
who desire clippings. ach of these coupons is good 
for a 15-cent article. Two coupons will] procure a 30- 
cent article, three a 45-cent article, and five & 75-cent 
article. 
Coupon Pricr-Lisr. 


One Coupon È š $ A A $0.15 
Seven Coupons ; ; : : 8 ‘ 1.00 
Qne Hundred Coupons . ‘ ; 12.50 


: Holders of coupons have only to fill in the blanks 
with name and address, and the number of the article 
wanted. Coupons thus filled out can be mailed, singly 
or in quantities, to Benj. R. Tucker, and he will send 
the desired clippings in exchange for them. Purchas- 
ers are strongly advised to use the coupons, thereby 
saving time; trouble, and money. 
; BELLES-LETTRES. 

989. Hamlin Garland as a Veritist. Editorial in 
Chicago Inter-Ocean, April 9. 1200 words. 

990. A Revolutionary Poet. Life and writings of 
Philip Freneau. By R. F. R. N. Y. Post, April 15. 
2400 words. 

$91. Wagner and His Work. By Henry Badger. 
Music, April. 4000 words. 


BIOGRAPHY. 
*985. Hippolyte Taine. By G. Monod. Contem- 
porary Review, April. 9600 words. 
* 986. Constantine Pobedonostseff. By E. B. Lanin. 
Contemporary Review, April. 11,000 words. 


+1019. Benedictus Spinoza. By Joseph Strauss. 
Temple Bar, April. 19 pages. 
ETHICS, 
988. Anuarchistic Ethics. Editorial in N. Y. Post, 
April 10. 1200 words. 
FINANCE. 


998. Increasing Basis for National Bank Circula- 
tion. By F. J. Syme. Financial Record, April 5. 
5400 words. 

999. The Financial Question. I. By Ralph Leete. 
National Economist, April 8. 2800 words. 
` *1001, International Bimetallism and the Results of 
the Brussels Conference. By Henry W. Cannon. 
Rhodes’ Journal of Banking, April. 2700 words. 

+1008. The Past Action of the Indian Government 
with Regard to Gold. By F. C. Harrison. Economic 
Journal, March. 4000 words. / 

+1004. The Financial Situation in Italy. By Fran- 
cesco Nitti. Economic Journai, March. 2800 words. 

1065. Federal Encroachments. The government's 
issuance of paper money and bank bills. By Gustave 
Cook. Galveston News, April 9. 2200 words. 


*1020, Bimetailism Once More. By Leonard Court- 
ney. Nineteenth Century, April. 12 pages. 

*1027, The Financial Causes of the French Revolu- 
tion. II. By erdinand Rothschild. Nineteenth Cen- 
tury, April. 19 pages. 

IMMIGRATION. 
*1011. What Hinders Immigration to Australia. 


(Governmental incapacity.] By Westminster Re- 


view, April. 6500 words, 
INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION. 


41015, The Broken Hill Strike. - By Arthur Duck- 
worth. Economic Journal, March. 2500 words, 
By Alfred Marshall. Economic 
words, oo 





4998, On. Rent. 





es 


POLITICS. 


1002. Mikado’s Empire. Remarkable struggle be- 
tween feudalism aud modern liberty. By Wm. 8. Lis- 
comb. Providence Journal, April 9. 1900 words. 

*1006. Payment of Members. I. An Australian 
Example. By C. Gavan Duffy. II. The Democrat- 
izing of Parliament. By Tom Mann. HI. The Eng- 
lish Precedents. By W. R. Elliston. Contemporary 
Review, April. 8000 words. 

1008. Proportional Representation, 
Needed in India. By Prof. Commons. 
Sentinel, April 12. 2500 words. 

1009. An American in Europe. II. The British 
Parliament and Its Leaders in 1867 and Thereabouts. 
By James S. Pike. N. Y. Sun, April 16. 6000 words. 

*1010. Federation: the Polity of the Future. B 
Chas. D. Farquharson. Westminster Review, April. 
7200 words. . : 

*1021. A Bill for the Weakening of Great Britain. 
By Joseph Chamberlain. Nineteenth Century, April. 
14 pages. 

*1022. Second Thoughts on the Home Rule Bill. 
By J. E. Redmond. Nineteenth Century, April. 12 
pages. 

*1028. The Financial Clauses of the Home Rule 


the Reform 
Indianapuviis 


Bill. By A Liberal Unionist. Fortnightly Review, 
April. 17 pages. 

+1024. The Names of Political Parties. By C. K. 
Roylance Kent. Macmillan’s Magazine, April. 6 
pages. 

RELIGION. 

983. The ‘‘ Parliament of Religions.” By Thomas 
K. Beecher. Elmira Telegram, April 9. 1600 w 's. 

*1012. Religion, Reason, and Agnosticism. By 
Alice Bodington. Westminster Review, April. 6500 
words. 


SEX. 
987. Plain Talk [about Marriage and Divorce Mo- 
ralities]. By the Mid-Continent Philosopher. Mid- 
Continent Magazine, March. 1800 words. 


*1018. The Marriage Relations. By H. L. Postle- 

waite. Westminster Review, April. 2300 words. 
SOCIALISM. 

* 1007. Imperial Telegraph System. By J. Henni- 
ker Heaton. Contemporary Review, April. 5000 
words. 

TAXATION. 


+994. Protection and the Cost of Production. By 
Robert Donald. Economic Journal, March. 1400 
words. 

1000. Tariff— Why and What. By Albert A. S.nall. 
American Economist, April 14. 1400 words. 


MISCELLANEOUS. 


+984. Workingmen’s Insurance and the Chicago 
Exposition. By John Graham Brooks. Economic 
Journal, March. 2000 words. 

992. George and Spencer. By Thomas B. Preston. 
Brooklyn Advance, -April 15.-..1200 words. 

*995. Marginal Utility and Value. By S. M. Mac- 
vane. Quarterly Journal of Economics, April. 10,500 
words, 

* 996. The Classification of Public Revenues. By 
Edwin R. A. Seligman. Quarterly Journal of Econo- 


mics, April. 18,000 words. 
*997. The Interpretation of Ricardo. By Simon N. 
Patten. Quarterly Journal of Economics, April. 10,- 


500 words. ‘ 

*1013. Mr. Herbert Spencer on ‘‘ Natural Selection.” 
By G. J. Romanes. Contemporary Review, April. 8000 
words. 

+1014. The Survival of American Industries. By 
E. C. K. Gonner. . Ecqggomie Journa} March. 3700 
words. 

+1016. The British Labor Commission. By John 
Rae. Economic Journal, March. 2800 words. 

1017. Capital May Boycott Men, but Labor May 
Not Boycott Property. Editorial in New Nation, 
April 8. 8000 words. 

*1025. Recent Science. By Prince Kropotkine. 
Nineteenth Century, April. 19 pages. 

$1056. Conservatives and the London County Coun- 
cil. By C. A. Whitmore. National Review, April. 
12 pages. 

*1028. Social Remedies of the Labor Party. By W. 





H. Mallock. Fortnightly Review, April. 20 pages. 
New Books. 
Bell, W. 8.— Handbook c* Freethought. New York: 


Truth Secker Co. [12mo, paper, 384 p., 50c. 

Behrs, C.-~ Recollections of Count Leo Tolstoi. Lon- 
don: Heinemann, [8vo, cloth, 10s, 6d.) 
Brown, Horatio F.— Venice: An Historical Sketch of 
the Republic. New York: Putnam.  [8vo, cloth, 452 


, Elkin Mathews and John Lane. 
p., 68.3 





Bushill, T. W. — Frofit-Sharing and the Labor Ques- 
tion. - London: Methuen. {8vo. cloth, 262 p., 2%. 6d.] 

Coppée, F. — Longues et Brèves. Paris: Lemerre. 
[16mo, paper, 311 p., 3fr. 50c.] _ 

Crackenthorpe, Hubert. Wreckage: Seven Studies. 
London: Heinemann. [8vo, cloth, 232 p., 3s. 6d.) 

De Amicis, Edmondo.— The Romance of a School- 
master. 8 vols.. London: James R. Osgood, Mell- 
vaine & Co. 

Field, Michael. — Stephania: A Trialogue. London: 
[4to, boards, 100 


Glazebrook, R. T. — Laws and Properties of Matter. 
New York: Appleton. [12mo, cloth, 192 p., $1.] 


Gould, G. M.— The Meaning and the Method of Life: 


. A Search for Religion in ae New York: Put- 


nam. ([8vo, cloth, 300 p., $1.75. 


Greeley, Horace. — Greeley on Lincoln; with Mr. 
Greeley’s letters to Charles A. Dana and a lady friend. 
Edited by Joel Benton. New York: Baker & Taylor. 
[12mo, cloth, 273 p., $1.25.] 


Hartmann, Jacob.—The Creation of God. New 
York: Truth Seeker Co. [8vo, paper, 482 p., 50c.] 

Milliet, W. — The Alcohol Question in Switzerland. 
Philadelphia: American Academy of Pol: ical and So- 
cial Science. [8vo, paper, 51 p., 15c.] 

Olerich, Henry.— A Cityless and Countryless World: 
An Outline of Practical Codperative Individualism. 
Holstein, Iowa: Gilmore & Olerich. [8vo, cloth, 447 p.]} 


Sienkiewicz, H. — Without Dogma. A novel of mo- 
dern Poland. Boston: Little, Brown & Co. [12mo, 
cloth, 435 p., $1.50.] 


The Lucky Three. 


Below is given the result of the eighth award of 
books under Liberty’s plan of giving away three books a 
week: 


D. Muncey, 1808 Fourteenth St., N. W., Washing- 
ton, D. C.—‘‘ In Spirit and Truth.” 

Joun Nixison, Ericson, Nebr.—‘‘The Anarchists,” 
by John Henry Mackay. 

Harriet J. PERKINS, Baldwinsville, N. Y.—* Le 
Rêve,” by Emile Zola. 


On receiving from the foregoing successful appli- 
cants orders to forward their respective books, the 
books will be promptly sent, provided the publisher's 
list price does not exceed $1.00. 
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MODERN MARRIAGE. 


BY ÉMILE ZOLA. 
Translated from the French by Benj. R. Tucker. 


In this his latest story Zola takes four typical marriages, —- one 
from the nobility, one from the bourgeoisie, one from the petty dour- 
geoisie, and one from the working-pesple, —and describes, with all 
the power of his wondroue art, how each originates, by what motive 
each is inspired, how each is consummated, and how each results, 


Price, 15 CENTS. 
Mailed, post-paid, hy the Publisher, 
Bens. R. TUCKER, Box 1812, New York Ciry. 


INSTEAD OF A BOOK: 


BY A MAN TOO BUSY TO WRITE ONE. 








A FRAGMENTARY EXPOSITION OF 
PHILOSOPHICAU ANARCHISM. 


Cudled from the Writings of 
BENJ. R. TUCKER, 


EDITOR or LIRERTY. 


With a Full-Page Half-Tene Portrait of the Author, 


reais ens 


A large, well-printed, and excessively cheap volume 
consisting of auicies selected from Liberty aud cluseition andere 
following hendinga: {1) State Socialiem and Anarchiem: Far 
They Agree, and Whe-eiln They Differ; (8) The Individual, Soviety, 
Sh Sa A Meo ed Metts OAS 
3 mMM; | a LH h 
whole elaborately indexed. , ae bie 
OLorn Brxpine, Rep Epars; Prien, $1.00, 
PANPULET EDITION, Crnar Parser. 30 Canis, 


Malied, post-paid, by the Pablisher 
Bess. R 






























